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U. S. Senate P a Equal Rights Amendment 
With Nullifying Rider 


‘sTGVQUALITY of rights under the law shall not be 

denied or abridged by the United States or by 
any State on account of sex,” is the first clause of 
Senate Joint Resolution 49, which, under various 
designations, has been introduced at every Congress 
for 30 years. It has been favorably reported to the 
Senate repeatedly in response to the earnest demand 
of the women of the United States to have equality of 
justice under law and equality of rights written into 
the Constitution. It was favorably 


Senators came in for the vote. some voted for the Hay- 
den rider hardly knowing what it was that they were 
voting for. Then they were asked to vote again, and 
some Senators said to each other, 

“What is this we are voting for?” 

“The Equal Rights Amendment.” 

“Why I thought I just voted for that.’ 

One Senator addressed the chair thus: 

“Mr. President, did you ever see so much mental 

aberration.” (Laughter). 


reported to the Senate on May 4th 


“What kind of a complex does a 


Po this Amendment, 


of this year by a unanimous vote 
of the Judiciary Committee. Re- 
peated hearings have been held, 
and published. 


fore it passed the Senate on July 
16, 1953, a last minute rider was 
appended by Senator Carl Hayden 
(D. Arizona), as in 1950, without 
submitting it previously to the 
Senate Judiciary Committee, with- 
out holding hearings, without do- 
ing any of the fair and just things 
that an amendment to the Con- 
stitution of the United States 
warrants. Senator Hayden expects 
to introduce it, we are inform- 
ed, everytime the Equal Rights 
Amendment reaches the floor of 
the Senate. 

The years that intervened since 
the Hayden rider was first intro- 
duced, on January 25, 1950, have 
offered opportunity for study of 
the situation. Many women now 
understand the Hayden rider and 
repudiate it positively and _ in- 
dignantly. This time, however, the 
opponents of the Equal Rights 
Amendment played a strange, un- 


THERE WAS NO ANSWER 


Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I have 
just now seen a copy of the proposed 
amendment on which the Senate is asked 


to-vote. I should co have the Sen- 


ator read the last phrase of it. 


Mr. HAYDEN. It is very simple. The 
entire amendment reads: 


The provisions of this article shall not be con- 
strued to impair any rights, benefits, or exemp- 
tions now or hereafter conferred by law upon 
persons of the female sex. 


Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask why the male sex is excluded. 
It seems to me the members of both 
sexes are equally entitled to have their 
personal rights respected. This limits the 
protection to the female sex. It is par- 
ticularly inexplicable when the whole 
subject matter is supposed to deal with 
the equality of the sexes. 


Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator is a very 
able lawyer. If he can tell me how the 
amendment takes anything away from 
any member of the male sex, I shall be 
interested. 


Mr. GREEN. No, but it provides that 
no rights shall be taken away from the 
female sex. There should be an equal 
obligation to take vane away from the 
male sex. I know the learned Senator 
must have some reason for limiting the 
provision to the female sex. 


law-maker possess who sponsors a 
measure and then votes to nullify 
it?” inquires one of our members. 

Perusal of the proceedings as 

blished..in__ the...Congressional. 

ecord for July 16, 1953 (pp. 
9204-9223), should be “must” 
reading for all women; it is basic 
to our political education. Not the 
misleading antiquated material in- 
jected by Senator Hayden for the 
opposition, namely: 

League of Women Voters, 

National Council of Jew- 
ish Women, 

National Board of the / 
Y.W.C.A,, 

Consumer’s League, 

Womens Division of the 
Board of Missions and 
Extension of the Meth- 
dist Church, 

National Council of 
Catholic Women, 

and various men’s labor 
unions. 

The opposition to equality for 
women was led by Senator Hayden 
(D. Ariz.), Senator Lehman (D. 
N.Y.), Senator Long (D. La.), 


worthy trick on the women of the country. The lead- 
ership of the forces for the Equal Rights Amendment 
was informed that it would not be brought up at the 
first session of Congress. The chief sponsor of the 
Amendment, Senator Butler (R. Maryland), was in- 


formed by the majority leader, Senator Knowland, (R. 


Calif.), only one and one-half hours before the Senate 
met at noon, that the Amendment would be introduced 
on July 16. He had no time to organize the supporters 
of the Amendment, nor. time to inform them that it 
would come up after all. He had no time to spread the 
warning that the Hayden rider would also be intro- 
duced, and that it was ‘unacceptable to women. Only 
a few. Senators listened to the discussion on the floor. 
The bell rang when a quorum was called for, and the 


cakes Holland (D. Fla.) and by Senator Welker (R. 
aho). 

Another trick that Senator Hayden played on the 
women of the country, was his citing, as representing 
the views of the A.A.U.W., a very lengthy statement 
by Mrs. Ackroyd, of the Department of Labor, Rhode 
Island, which had been read at the national con- 
vention of the American Association of University 
Women in Minneapolis. He did not cite the splendid 
statement read by Col. Mary Agnes Brown, in favor 
of the Amendment. He further showed his lack of 
fairness and accuracy by stating that the A.A.U.W, 
had reaffirmed its opposition to the Equal Rights 
Amendment at this convention which it had not done; 
on the other hand, it had failed to do so. 
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TEXT OF EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT 


“Equality of rights under the law shall not be denied or abridged by the 
United States or by any State on account of sex. 

“Congress and the several States shall have power, within their respective 
jurisdictions, to enforce this article by appropriate legislation. 

“This amendment shall] take effect one year after the date of ratification.” 


STATUS OF AMENDMENT 
Introduced 


February 25, 1953. In Senate Joint Resolution 49 by Senator John Marshall 
Butler (R) Maryland, and 23 co-sponsors. 

January 3, 1953. In House H.J. Res. 74, by Rep. Katherine St. George (R) 
New York, and 122 co-sponsors. 

Referred to Judiciary Committees of both Houses. 


rted: 
Favorably by Senate Judiciary Committee, May 4, 1953. 
Present Status: 
In Senate, passed July 16, 1953, by vote of 73 to 11, with additional 
provisions. 
In House, before the Judiciary Committee. 


TO OUR DEAR READERS 
Gratitude and Warm Holiday Greetings! 


Now You Know 


Year after year, the C.I.0. passes resolutions prais- 
ing and supporting valiantly equality for women, but 
opposing the Equal Rights Amendment which would 
confer it. The League of Women Voters, ignoring the 
enormous support of the Equal Rights Amendment 
which has developed among its membership, claims 
preoccupation’ with other issues when asked to study 
the Amendment, but galvanizes into violent hostile 
activity whenever the Amendment nears passage. The 
Hayden “antiwoman” rider makes clear to everybody 
what our opponents really want to do to women. No 
one need be in doubt any longer: They want to 
shackle women in perpetuity. 


U.S. Senate Passes Amendment 


(Continued from first page) 


The course of the Equal Rights Amendment through 
the day will be traced: 


Our chief sponsor, Senator Butler, asked the Senate, 
on July 16, 1953, to pass the Senate Joint Resolution 


49. Excerpts from the speeches for the Amendment 
follow: 


Senator Butler opened the debate by saying :* 


Mr, President, on February 25, 1953, 23 of my colleagues 
joined with me in sponsoring Senate Joint Resolution 49, which 
proposes an amendment to the Constitution of the United States 
to provide an equality of rights for women. 


This amendment has the endorsement of 30 national women’s 
organizations with a total membership of at least 7 million 
women. These millions of taxpaying, voting individuals are 
definite in their present support of equality under the law. 


The women of America have assumed a rightful and increas- 
ing responsibility for citizenship which has now become an 
integral part of our way of life. Their contribution to this great 
Nation’s leadership in domestic and world affairs cannot be 
denied. 

A study of the 1950 census will indicate that the population 
of this great Nation now comprises approximately 54 percent 
women and 46 percent men. Certainly, with all these facts 


before us, we cannot deny our women compatriots the basic 
equality of rights to which they are entitled, 


The amendment which my colleagues and I have presented 
is very short, and I shall read it for the Record. It provides as 


follows: 


Equal rights under the law shall not be denied or abridged 
by the United States or by any State on account of sex. 


Mr. President, this amendment has been favorably and 
unanimously reported by the Committee on the Judiciary and 
is now the unfinished business of the Senate. The purpose of 
the amendment is to provide that equality of rights under the 
law shall not be denied or abridged by the United States or by 
any State by reason of sex. 


Both the Republican and Democratic Parties in their platforms 
at their most recent conventions urged the adoption of this 
proposed constitutional amendment, 


Mr. President, it is strange, indeed, that in this great Re- 
public or in any other republic it should be necessary to have 
to claim equal rights for our women citizens. Woman’s plight 
under existing law, Mr. President, is a carryover from the 
English common law. In 1789, at the time of the adoption of 
the Constitution of the United States, the several States adopted 
as their own the common law of England, so far as it was not 
incompatible with their local situations. The legal existence of 
women under the common law was merged in that of her hus- 
band. As has been very aptly said by Blackstone, the husband 
and wife are one, and that one is the husband. 


Mr. President, I had great hope that with the adoption of 
the 14th amendment and the 19th amendment the United States 
Supreme Court would follow up its earlier decision and remove 
the existing discrimination against women, but in the West 
Coast Hotel Co. case (300 U. S. 379), a minimum wage law for 
women was upheld, whereas a similar statute in the District of 
Columbia had been declared to be unconstitutional as contraven- 
ing the right of contract. 


So, Mr. President, there is a sharp division of opinion in the 
Supreme Court of the United States which points up the 
necessity of a constitutional amendment if the problem is to 
be adequately solved. It is the contention of our women—and I 
think they are completely correct in their contention—that if it 
is wrong for a woman to work under unfavorable conditions, it 
is likewise wrong for a man to be compelled to work under such 
conditions, and that if it is wrong for a woman to work long 
hours, it is equally wrong for a man to work such hours, 


Mr. President, as I have said, the 14th and 19th amendments 
are completely inadequate to remove the glaring discrepancies 
and discriminations against our women citizens. Our women 
believe that any discrimination, even though it be in their favor, 
is nevertheless a discrimination and will, in the long run, 
produce an undesirable effect upon their status. 


*Congressional Record for July 16, 1953, covering the debate in the Senate 
on the Equal Rights Amendment, may be obtained from the Superintendent of 
Documents, Government Printing Office, Washington 25, D. C. Price 38 cent*. 
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U. S. Senate Passes Equal Rights Amendment 


(Continued from second page) 


Under the laws of the several Statés there are many instances 
of the rights of women being inferior to those of men. For 
example, the right of the father, under the laws of most of our 
States, is superior to that of the mother. Under the laws of 
several States, in fact, I think, in most of the States, the hus- 
band has the right to the services of his wife and has a right 
to sue anyone who injures his wife, thereby interrupting those 
services, 

We all know that women are under certain employment re- 
strictions which I think should be removed, and which it is 
the purpose of this amendment to remove. 


Mr. President, a great deal has been said in years passed 
to the effect that if such an amendment should be adopted it 
would seriously interfere with the community property laws of 
the 8 States which have such laws. 


Mr. President, I do not think that is true. The general 
principle of community property is that any property taken 
into the marriage by the husband or the wife remains the 
absolute tog ave of each and is subject to control of the spouse 
owning the property at the time of the union. 

Community property, strictly speaking, is that which has 
been accumulated during the time of coverture Certainly, under 
the community gx gh 4 laws of our States, the personal com- 
munity property of the marriage couple is subject to the ex- 
clusive and absolute control of the husband. Indeed, in many 
States the same is true as to real fe eokeg There certainly can 
be no harm to women by putting them in control, on equal 
terms with their inutensule, of property which they and their 
husbands have accumulated over 
and by their joint efforts. 

It is also true under the community property laws of some 
States that community property may taken to satisfy a 
judgment recorded against the husband which arose out of 
litigation having nothing whatever to do with the community 
property nor the accumulation of the community property. 

Mr. President, I can see no ill result in giving to women an 
equal right over that which they have accumulated over the 
years in connection with their spouses. 

The result of the very recent national election has revealed 
conclusively that our women have assumed an ever-increasing 
role of cooperation and effectiveness .The weight of their ac- 
complishments cannot be minimized, President Eisenhower has 
already recognized this by appointing women to some important 
Federal posts. The women of America have assumed an increas- 
ing responsibility of citizenship which has become an integral 
part of our way of life in this great Republic. 

Their contributions to this great Nation’s leadership in domes- 
tic and foreign affairs cannot be denied. In the light of these 
facts, it is my considered feeling, which is shared by many 
others, that the women of the United States are entitled to 
equality of rights under the law. 


Senator Malone (R. Nev.) debated valiently, urging 
the Senators to pass the Amendment on its merits; he 
spoke ably again and again. Women owe him deep 
gratitude for his splendid efforts. After entering the 
debate to speak on special legislation, he carried a 
large part of the discussion in favor of the Amend- 
ment. He said :* 


“During the debate there have been discussion of such mat- 
ters as alimony, child custody, and special State laws for the 
benefit of women. .. . And these matters relate to special legis- 
lation. For example, in the State of Nevada, it is ene? to 
State law for women to work underground in the mines. How- 
ever, if the . . . Amendment—S.J. Res. 49—-were to be adopted, 
such laws would of course, be unconstitutional. Nevertheless, 
women ‘still could not get jobs working under ground . . . be- 
cause the mine operators would not hire women. . . . Much of 
this special legislation has grown up because of the fact that 
there is no such equal rights constitutional provision. 

“The same types of changes to State laws were made neces- 
sary by the woman suffrage amendment. .. .” 


As to women in the Armed Services, Senator Ma- 
lone pointed to the magnificent service rendered by 
women in World War I and World War II and said: 


“Now women are established. They have taken their regular 
place in the Armed Services. . . . That evolution has occurred. 


e years of their marriage 


It is an established fact.” 


"Italics are ours. 


He further pointed to the factor of fitness as deter- 
mining to what service either men or women would 
be called on to perform and said: 


“In time of war, we do not send men to serve where they are 
not fitted, and we would not require that women serve where 
they are not fitted.” 


Senator Welker of Idaho pressed numerous ques- 
tions as to the effect of the Amendment on community 
property law which, in his state, gives the husband 
the control and management of community property. 
He = concerned over the wording of the Amend- 
ment: 


“Equality of rights under the law shall not be denied or 
abridged by the United States or by any State on account of 
sex.” 


To this question, Senator Malone replied: 


“I may say... that any law making a distinction in the rights 
between the sexes would be null and void. .. . Such an amend- 
ment ... would no doubt require certain changes ... but on 
the side of progress.” ; 


_Senator Malone called attention during the discus- 
sion of community property to the federal tax law: 

“There is a community federal tax law. We have had the 
community tax law in ... . Nevada for many years. I remember 
that .. . we passed the community tax law in Congress, .. . It 
would not be changed at all... . I am of the firm opinion that 
it is about time for us to begin to consider wemen as people, 
the same as we do men; and if any State laws need overhauling, 
perhaps the attorneys can take care of it at the legislative 


sessions following adoption of the amendment. I am sure no 
hardship will be encountered.” 


After discussing at length the fact that women 
are now earners and will continue to be so because the 
dollar is so shrunk in its purchasing power that one 
rs - the family is not enough, Senator Malone con- 

inued : 


“The least we can do is to let the women who work, and 
who can contribute to the family income take their places on an 
equal basis with men.” 


Senator Butler introduced into the record a valuable 
analysis of the community property laws of the States, 
and the beneficient effect the Amendment would have 
upon them. 


Senator Langer, the tried and true friend of the 
Amendment, sought to have the Amendment returned 
to the Senate Judiciary Committee in order that hear- 
ings on it, and especially on the Hayden rider, for 
which hearings had never been held, might inform 
the newer Senators. The chief sponsor of the Equal 
Rights Amendment objected to this suggestion, and 
Senator Langer did not make the motion to recommit. 


Senator Knowland (R. Calif.) asked for the yeas 
and nays, and the vote was taken. “The Senate Fumble 
of July 16;,°1953,” became history. 


Speeches against the Equal Rights Amendment were 
made by six Senators: Hayden (D. Ariz.), Lehman (D. 
N.Y.), Long (D. La.), Welker (R. Idaho), Holland 
(D. Fla.), and Johnston (D. §.C.)._ 


Speeches were made for the amendment by four 
Senators: Butler (R. Md.), Langer (R. N. Dak.), 
Green (D. R.I.), Malone (R. Nev.). 


Other sponsors and friends of the Amendment were 
not present during the debate. Fewer than a dozen 
Senators were in their seats to hear or take part in the 
discussion of an amendment to the Constitution giving 
basic rights to half the population! 
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U. S. Senate Passes Equal Rights Amendment 


(Continued from third page) 


The vote on the Equal Rights Amendment deserves 
the most careful study, as it illustrates the extreme 
danger in uninformed voting on an issue involving the 
rights of more than half of the population of the 
United States. 


Vote on the Equal Rights Amendment: 


For the Amendment 
as amended 


The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 73, nays 11, as follows: 


NOT VOTING—12 


YEAS—73 
Aiken Gore Martin 
Anderson Green McClellan 
Barrett Griswold Millikin 
Beall Hayden Monroney 
Bennett Hendrickson Mundt 
Bricker Hennings Murray 
Bridges Hickenlooper Neely 
Butler, Md. Hoey Pastore 
Butler, Nebr. Holland Payne 
Capehart Humphrey Potter 
Carlson Ives Purtell 
Case Jackson Saltonstall 
Chavez Jenner Schoeppel 
Clements Johnson, Tex, . Smathers 
Cooper Kefauver Smith, Me. 
Dirksen Kerr Smith, N.J. 
Douglas Knowland Symington 
Duff Kuchel Thye 
Dworshak Langer Tobey 
Eastland Lehman Watkins 
Ellender . Lennon Welker 
Ferguson Long Williams 
George Magnuson Young 
Gillette Malone 
Goldwater Mansfield 

NAYS 11 
Bush Johnston, S.C, Russell 
Byrd Maybank Sparkman 
Hill McCarran Stennis 
Johnson, Colo. Robertson 


Condon Fulbright McCarthy 
Daniel Hunt Morse 
Flanders Kennedy Taft 
Frear Kilgore Wiley 
For the Hayden Rider 
The result was announced— yeas 58, nays 25, as follows: 
YEAS—58 
Anderson Hendrickson McClellan 
Barrett Hennings Millikin 
Bennett Hill ‘Mundt 
Bricker Hoey Murray 
Bush Holland Neely 
Butler, Nebr. Humphrey Pastore 
Byrd Hunt Payne 
Capehart Ives Purtell 
Carlson Jackson Robertson 
Case Johnson, Colo, Russell 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall 
Cooper Johnston, S.C. Smith, N.J. 
Douglass Kefauver Stennis 
Duff Kerr Symington 
Dworshak Lehman Thye 
Eastland Lennon Watkins | 
Ellender Long Welker | 
Goldwater Magnuson Williams 
Gore Mansfield 
Hayden Maybank 
NAYS—25 
Aiken Hickenlooper Potter 
Beall Jenner Schoeppel 
Bridges Knowland Smathers 
Butler, Md. Kuchel Smith, Me. 
Dirksen Langer Sparkman 
Ferguson Malone Tobey 
Gillette Martin Young 
Green McCarran 
Griswold Monroney 
NOT VOTING—13 
Chavez Fulbright Morse 
Gordon George Taft 
Daniel Kennedy Wiley 
Flanders Kilgore 
Frear McCarthy 


Reiterates Opposition to Hayden Rider 


The National Woman’s Party expresses its disap- 
proval of the Hayden rider by formal action on No- 
vember 15, 1953: 

RESOLVED, that the National Woman’s Party, 
which has long urged the adoption of the Equal Rights 
Amendment to the Constitution of the United States. 
reiterates its opposition to the Hayden rider, attached 
to the Amendment in the Senate, as in its judgment 
the rider would negate the very principle and purpose 
of the Equal Rights Amendment. Furthermore, the 
National Woman’s Party declares that the Equal 
Rights Amendment is the only constitutional amend- 
ment which it supports. 


Resolution Against the Hunt Amendment 


The National Council unanimously passed the fol- 
lowing resolution: 

RESOLVED, that the National Woman’s Party is 
opposed to Senate Joint Resolution 111, introduced 
in the Senate by Senator Lester J. Hunt (D. Wyo.) on 
August 3, 1953, since in its judgment the proposed 
Amendment would not give women equality of rights 
in the Constitution of the United States. : 


An Invitation 4 


When you come to the Nation’s Capital, why not 
stay at beautiful Alva Belmont House? Rates are 
reasonable to national members. You learn while you 
enjoy. | 


| 
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National Woman’s Party Opposes 
The Hunt Amendment 


A flood of inquiries and protests concerning the 
Hunt Amendment have come to the National Woman’s 
Party and its individual officials. One of the important 
actions of the Council 9n November 15, 1953 therefore 
was to analyze and pass a resolution of opposition to 
the bill S.J. Res. 111. This “Constitutional Status’ 
amendment was introduced by Senator Lester J. Hunt 
(D. Wyo.) “at the request of some of his constituents.” 
It reads in part as follows: 

“Section 1. Whenever in this Constitution the term ‘a person, 
persons, people,’ or any personal pronoun is used, the same 
shall be taken to include both sexes. 

This section is taken word for word from Article X. 
Section 4 of the revised New Jersey Constitution— 
which came into effect January 1, 1948—as follows: 


“Article X, Section 4: Whenever in this Constitution the term 
‘person’, ‘persons’, ‘people’ is used, the same shall be taken to 
include both sexes.” 

Women’s organizations of New Jersey and the New 
Jersey Bar Association worked to obtain, in the new 
Constitution, an article on equality of rights of women. 
Delegates of the League of Women Voters and a labor 
organization opposed equality, just as they have al- 
ways opposed equality of rights for women in the 
Congress. The need for such equality had been analyzed 
by the first woman to be admitted to practice law in 
New Jersey, Mary Philbrook, who wrote a brief on 
the justice of equality for the delegates to the Conven- 
tion. Of the situation confronting the delegates to the 
New Jersey Constitutional Convention, she has 
written: 


“Under the old Constitution women had no rights whatever. 


Through legislation and the assumption of rights, women had 
been elected to the Legislature, served on juries, and held 
political positions. They also had gained by legislation the 
right to manage and control their properties and other social 
rights. No one was willing to let these rights go. .. . The best 
legal opinion recognized the fact that the rights of women 
to be elected to the Legislature, serve on juries and hold public 
office were doubtful rights because the old Constitution granted 
such privileges only to men. binge | also realized that all property 
rights conferred upon women by legislation might be with- 
drawn at the will of the legislature. Since women's rights and 
privileges had become interwoven with those of men, and 
women had acquired vast wealth, it became evident that our 
whole economic system would be jeopardized if those rights were 
not fully protected. This was made clear in a report of the 
New Jersey State Bar Association and their recommendation 
that the new Constitution provide equally for men and women. 
It was placed squarely before the Convention—as an economic 
necessity. .. .” 


was of psychologi 


Before the Rules Committee of eleven men discus- 
sions were held. The President of a very large group 
formed of many clubs and the Chairman of the New 
Jersey Branch of the National Woman’s Party urged 
complete equality. She relates in a report to the 
National Council of the National Woman’s Party, that 
a member of the Rules Committee admitted to her that 
as many members of the League of Women Voters— 
despite their national opposition—spoke in favor of 
complete equality as against it. Nevertheless, the 
official hostility of the League of Women Voters and 
their associates, the labor groups, carried the day, the 
cause of complete equality was defeated, and a com- 


promise, approved by the opponents of equality was 
adopted. 


Instead of complete equality, a compromise was 
introduced for the purpose of preserving all the 
special labor laws applying only to women. These laws 
remain in effect to this day; not one has been 
eliminated ! 


In conclusion, the report clarifies the whole issue. “We felt 
that the compromise, Art. 10, Sec. 4, which was finally adopted, 
cal value but we never thought for a moment 
that it would achieve complete equality for the women of New 
Jersey. We rededicatd ourselves to the passage of the federal 
Equal Rights Amendment believing that we would win complete 
equality for the women of our State through the federal Equal 
ights Amendment, just as we won full suffrage in our State 
through the federal Suffrage Amendment. 


“In the name of the New Jersey Branch of the National 
Woman’s Party and of the many, many other women of our 
State who labored for complete equality in our State Con- 
stitution, but who did not obtain it, we urge the National 
Council of the National Woman’s Party not to consider for a 
moment abandoning the Equal Rights Amendment in Congress 
for which we have all been working so long. We ask you to 
think over what happened to us in New Jersey, as a result of 
the compromise measure which was adopted. All special labor 
laws applying only to women that were in effect January 1 
1948, when the Constitution was adopted, are still in effect, and 
all other laws that differentiated at that time between men and 
women are also still in effect.” 


This communication is accompanied by copies of 
special labor laws applying only to women, namely, 
the night work act, with penalties, and the ten-hour 
law with penalities. It is signed by Mrs. George T. 
Vickers, Chairman of the New Jersey Branch of the 
National Woman’s Party. 


Thanks to Marie Moore Forrest 


A resolution was passed by the Council as follows: 

To Marie Moore Sondeat. distinguished Washing- 
tonian, member of the National Woman’s Party, we 
send our great appreciation for her many years of 
devoted service and her outstanding work as a pageant 
director. 

Especially do we commend her for the beautiful 
ceremony which she presented on August 26, 1953 
(38rd anniversary of suffrage) in the crypt of the 
Capitol, and for her leadership in the garden party on 
July 19, 1953 (Seneca Falls Day). Through her efforts 
were secured messages which were read at the Crypt 
ceremony from the President, the Vice President, more 
than forty governors, and many organizations sup- 
porting the Equal Rights Amendment. 


College Men Vote for Equal Rights 


Guilford College, North Carolina, is to be congratu- 
lated upon its recent resolution giving equal rights to 
men and women which was introduced in the Student 
Legislature. 

A neighboring woman’s college however, sad to 
relate, voted against the resolution. Perhaps these — 
North Carolina college women are misled by the “Pro- 
tectionists.” Their leader used to be Mrs. Roosevelt. 
But even Mrs. Roosevelt has withdrawn her opposition 
to the Equal Rights Amendment on the ground that 
women now join labor unions and obtain through them 
whatever protection is needed as well as equal pay for 
equal work. 
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News of Our National Chairman 


Our National Chairman, Ernestine Breisch Powell, 
has labored mightily for the Equal Rights Amend- 
ment, After the National Convention in June she held 
a Council Meeting. On August 22 a telegram from 
her, from the national convention of the National As- 
sociation of Women Lawyers at Boston, announced 
unanimous approval of the Equal Rights Amendment 
and disapproval of Hayden or any similar rider. In 
November she had a radio broadcast in Cleveland on 
the 9th, appeared on television in Akron with Con- 
gressman William H. Ayres, and addressed the Busi- 
ness and Professional Women’s Club in Akron at the 
Hotel Mayflower on November 10; in Philadelphia, 
she addressed the Business and Professional Women’s 
Club on the 12th, and the Pennsylvania Branch of the 
National Woman’s Party on the 13th; on the 14th she 
arrived in Washington, D. C. for the meeting of the 
National Council. 


Celler Biological Status Bill 


Emanuel Celler (D., N.Y.) again introduced his 
biological bill on January 29, 1953, as H.R. 2240. 
This bill had been defeated (in 1950) and generally dis- 
approved by thinking persons because it assumes the 
desirability of legal discrimination against women 
based on the fact that they are women! 


It reads, in part: 

“Be it enacted .. . that it is the declared policy of the United 
States that in law and its administration no distinctions on the 
basis of sex shall be made except such as are reasonably justified 
by differences in physieal structure, biological, or social 
function.” 

The Natio 
oppose this bi 


Woman’s Party and other groups 
because, as Alma Lutz points out, 


1. By legalizing sex distinctions “reasonably justified by dif- 


ferences in physical structure, biological, or social function” 
or “maternal function,” these bills would place women In a 
class apart, outside the pale of human rights. 

2. National policy emphasizing sex distinctions follows the 
dangerous precedent set by Fascist and Nazi ideologies. 

3. While freeing women from common-law discriminations, 
these bills would fasten upon them another set of sex dis- 
tinctions. 

4. They would open the door wide for all kinds of so-called 
protective and health legislation, placing women under con- 
trols from which they would have no redress because they 
are women. 

. They would jeopardize equal pay for equal work. 

. They would encourage restrictions on the paid employment 
of married women, 

7. The commission which these bills would establish to make a 

study of the status of women would not act as a free agency 
because its recommendations must conform with the policy 
outlined in the bills. Therefore it could not make an unbiased 
report nor unbiased recommendations. 
For 30 years women’s organizations have studied the laws 
relating to women, have made specific recommendations, and 
campaigned for them. Further study by a government com- 
mission would be a needless expense and would only delay 
action on a matter which has been put off far too long. 

8. These bills are not in harmony with the United Nations 
Charter which has been ratified by the United States and 
which affirms its faith “in the equal rights of men and 
women” and declares for “human rights and fundamental 
freedoms for all without distinction as to ... sex.” Nor 
are they in harmony with the United Nations Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights. 

9. They are in no sense a Bill of Rights for women but a step 
backward into the past. 


An Equalitarian Honored 


Senora Amalia de Castillo Lidon, former Chairman 
of the Inter-American Commission of women, after 
seeing her own country—Mexico—grant equal politi- 
cal rights to its women, has received the great honor 
of an appointment as Minister to Sweden from Mexico. 


Equality Not Superiority Nor Inferiority 


Statement by ALICE PAUL 


Founder and Honorary Chairman, National 
| Woman’s Party 


The vote by the Senate, on July 16, on the Equal 
Rights Amendment gives clear proof of the strength 
behind the demand of American women for equality of 
rights. The only recourse of the opponents was to seek 
some sort of modification of the Equal Rights Amend- 
ment as unanimously reported by the Senate Judi- 
clary Committee. The method they chose was to intro- 
duce at the last moment an additional paragraph, giv- 
ing the Judiciary no opportunity to consider it and the 
women of the country no opportunity to be heard. This 
addition to the Amendment attempts to combine with 
the grant of equality to women the preservation of 
benefits and exemptions. But women do not want a 
position of superiority before the law, any more than 
they want a position of inferiority. The demand of 
the organized woman movement in our country has 
always been for equality, neither more nor less. 

The task before us now is to obtain the elimination 
by the House of the addition to the Amendment 
hastily adopted by the Senate, which would mean the 
incorporation in the Constitution of two inherently 
contradictory provisions. 

We believe that the final adoption by both Houses 
of Congress of the Equal Rights Amendment to the 
National Constitution, guaranteeing complete equality 
for men and women before the law, will not be much 


longer delayed. 
(This statement, written in 1950, is even truer in 1958 and so 
is revised as for 1953 and repeated for our peace” ditor) 
Tr 


Cleveland Branch Celebrates Centennial | 


A hundred years ago a national Woman’s Rights 
Convention was held in Cleveland, Ohio—on October 
6-8, 1853. The Cleveland Branch of the National Wom- 
an’s Party, with the superb assistance of Clara Snell 
Wolfe of Columbus, presented an anniversary program 
and placed a bronze plaque in memory of this historic 
event on the Wilshire Building which has replaced the 
Melodian Hall where the early convention was held. 
Distinguished Mrs. Bernice S. Pyke is acting chairman 
of the Branch. 

Judge Donald F. Lybarger, President of Early 
Settlers’ Association, paid tribute to the courageous 


_and foresighted women who led the National Woman’s 


Rights Convention of a century ago, and Miss Grace 
B. Doering, member of the faculty, Marshall Law 
School, sketched past accomplishments and declared 
there must be no cessation of effort until equal rights 
for women were secured. 

Dr. John Baker, President of Ohio University and 
member of the Economic and Social Council of United 
Nations, a committee which deals with the status of 
women throughout the world, presented a resolution 
of thanks to Mrs. Arthur Shepherd. 

Credit for the success of the program should go tw 
our Clara Snell Wolfe. "r 


The point vital in this jingle 
Is that women, wed or single, 
Should regard the Hayden rider 
As the fly regards the spider. 


As Hayden’s rider—so unjust 
Permits unequal laws, 
The Solons of the HOUSE we trust 
Will soon remove the clause. 


—Fannie Ackley 
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Telegram From The President 


Lowry Air Force Base, Colorado 


August 25, 1953 
Mrs, ERNESTINE BREISCH POWELL 
National Chairman 
National Woman’s Party, 
144 Constitution Ave., N.E. 
Washington 2, D. C. 


I am delighted to send warm greetings to the mem- 
bers of the National Woman’s Party as they commem- 
orate the thirty-third anniversary of the ratification 
of the Nineteenth Amendment to the Constitution— 
the Amendment which granted to American women 
the right to vote. : 


In all areas of our Nation’s life—in education and 
social welfare, in the sciences, in political affairs—our 
women have demonstrated increasingly their capacity 
for productive work, for creative thinking, and for 
contributing to the steady rise of the American stand- 
ard of living. 


The long list of the women who today hold high 
public office is itself convincing evidence of the sense 
and wisdom of the men who, one-third of a century 
ago, gave to their daughters, their wives, and their 
sisters the right fully to share the privileges and re- 
sponsibilities of citizenship. 

I am confident that in the years ahead the women of 
America will give ever-renewed proof of their willing- 
ness and ability to share in this partnership. 


DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 


An Epochal Letter To The Editor 


World Woman’s Party 

542 Fifth Avenue 

New York 36, N. Y. 
November 15, 1953 
DEAR DR. ARMSTRONG: 


’ Three of the resolutions which Alice Paul has been 
working on have now passed the plenary session of the 
Assembly. Two of these related to political rights for 
women and one to having technical] assistance pro- 
grams used to promote equality of rights for women. 
This is really the last step that can be taken in the 
international field on political rights for women. It 
completes what was being done when you were here 
last year. Enclosed are copies of two of the resolutions. 


I have been interested in reading recently the fore- 
word in the first issue of The Suffragist, issued No- 
vember 15, 1918, and written by Alice. It begins: “We 
send into the world today a new paper, the official or- 
gan of the Congressional Union for Woman Suffrage. 


“The purpose of this paper is to aid in securing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the United States 
enfranchising the women of the whole country. 


“Years of struggle for such an amendment now seem 
nearing success.” Isn’t it simply wonderful that only 
40 short years from that date we should be seeing the 
final completion of the fight to give political rights to 
women of the entire world, as far as can, be done 
through the United Nations! What a debt of gratitude 
the women of the future owe to all of you who have 


stood so steadfastly loyal to this ideal for so long. 


HELEN PAUL. 


Is the Hayden Rider a Practical Joke on the 
Women of the United States? 


To the N. Y. Herald Tribune: 


On July 16, a resolution was adopted by the Senate 
which affected the rights of half the citizens of the 
United States, and yet the comment of the press an 
radio was almost negligible. 


I am referring to the equal rights amendment which 
was approved by the Senate by a vote of 73 to 11, after 
the Hayden rider, nullifying it, had been added. 


Possibly Senators are playing a practical joke on 
women. More likely they are so convinced that women 
are “the second sex” that they believe that basic citi- 
zenship rights need to be modified and qualified before 
being granted to women. 


The equal rights amendment states simply in lan- 
guage appropriate to the Constitution that “Equality 
of rights under the law shall not be denied or abridged 
by the United States or any state on account of sex.” 
The Hayden rider provides that the amendment shall 
not be construed to “impair any rights, benefits, or 
exemptions now or hereafter conferred by law on per- 
sons of the female sex.” 


By writing sex into the Federal Constitution, the 
Hayden rider would set women in a class apart and 
would open the door wide for all kinds of controls, on 
the grounds of sex and potential motherhood, from 
which women would have no redress. Through the so- 
called benefit of the Hayden rider, women would have 
no protection from the police power of the state acting 
in the name of public welfare. Benefits and privileges ~ 
can be widely and variously interpreted and could well 
be interpreted so as to restrict women’s right to work 
and their right to education, so as to bar them from 
certain occupations and professions and to make illegal 
the employment of married women. This may seem to 
be a drastic suggestion, but it happened in Germany 
and Italy not so long ago. 


I agree that benefits and protective regulations are 
necessary at times for certain classes of men and 
women, such as veterans, miners, sailors and mothers. 
Such benefits have heretofore been conferred by statu- 
tory law which can be readily amended or repealed 
as conditions change. The Hayden rider, however, 
would fasten benefits and so-called privileges upon 
women by constitutional law and herein lies the danger. 


It is obvious, therefore, that women are better off 
without the equal rights amendment if it is to be 
crippled or qualified by the Hayden rider. After all, the 
greatest privilege of benefit that can be conferred upon 
women is the constitutional guarantee of equality be- 


fore the law. Every self-respecting man demands this 
for himself. 


The Thirteenth, Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amend- 
ments, which abolished slavery and gave the Negro 
citizenship and the vote, omit the word, Negro. The 
men who drafted these amendments were careful that 
nothing in their wording could in the years ahead be 
construed as disparaging to the Negro race. For the 
same reason, the phrase, “persons of the female sex” 
should have no place in the Federal Gchstitution. 


It is to be hoped that when the equal rights amend- 
ment is voted on by the House of Representatives, the 
objectionable rider will be defeated. 


ALMA LUTZ. 
Berlin, N. Y., July 28, 1953. 
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News of Our National Chairman 


Our National Chairman, Ernestine Breisch Powell, 
has labored mightily for the Equal Rights Amend- 
ment. After the National Convention in June she held 
a Council Meeting. On August 22 a telegram from 
her, from the national convention of the National As- 
sociation of Women Lawyers at Boston, announced 
unanimous approval of the Equal Rights Amendment 
and disapproval of Hayden or any similar rider. In 
November she had a radio broadcast in Cleveland on 
the 9th, appeared on television in Akron with Con- 
gressman William H. Ayres, and addressed the Busi- 
ness and Professional Women’s Club in Akron at the 
Hotel Mayflower on November 10; in Philadelphia, 
she addressed the Business and Professional Women’s 
Club on the 12th, and the Pennsylvania Branch of the 
National Woman’s Party on the 13th; on the 14th she 
arrived in Washington, D. C. for the meeting of -the 
National Council. 


Celler Biological Status Bill 


Emanuel Celler (D., N.Y.) again introduced his 
biological bill on January 29, 1953, as H.R. 2240. 
This bill had been defeated (in 1950) and generally dis- 
approved by thinking persons because it assumes the 
desirability of legal discrimination against women 
based on the fact that they are women! 

It reads, in part: 

“Be it enacted .. . that it is the declared policy of the United 
States that in law and its administration no distinctions on the 
basis of sex shall be made except such as are reasonably justified 
by differences in physieal structure, biological, or social 
function.” 

The National Woman’s Party and other groups 
oppose this bill because, as Alma Lutz points out, 


1. By legalizing sex distinctions “reasonably justified by dif- 
ferences in physical structure, biological, or social function” 
or “maternal function,” these bills would place women in a 
class apart, outside the pale of human rights. 

2. National policy emphasizing sex distinctions follows the 
dangerous precedent set by Fascist and Nazi ideologies. 

3. While freeing women from common-law discriminations, 
these bills would fasten upon them another set of sex dis- 
tinctions. 

4. They would open the door wide for all kinds of so-called 
protective and health legislation, placing women under con- 
trols from which they would have no redress because they 
are women, 

5. They would jeopardize equal pay for equal work. 

6. They would encourage restrictions on the paid employment 
of married women, Du 

7. The commission which these bills would establish to make a 

study of the status of women would not act as a free agency 
because its recommendations must conform with the policy 
outlined in the bills. Therefore it could not make an unbiased 
report nor unbiased recommendations. 
For 30 years women’s organizations have studied the laws 
relating to women, have made specific recommendations, and 
campaigned for them. Further study by a government com- 
mission would be a needless expense and would only delay 
action on a matter which has been put off far too long. 

8. These bills are not in harmony with the United Nations 
Charter which has been ratified by the United States and 
which affirms its faith “in the equal rights of men and 
women” and declares for “human rights and fundamental 
freedoms for all without distinction as to . .. sex.” Nor 
are they in harmony with the United Nations Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights. 

9. They are in no sense a Bill of Rights for women but a step 
backward into the past. 


An Egualitarian Honored 


Senora Amalia de Castillo Lidon, former Chairman 
of the Inter-American Commission of women, after 
seeing her own country—Mexico—grant equal politi- 
cal rights to its women, has received the great honor 
of an appointment as Minister to Sweden from Mexico. 


Equality Not Superiority Nor Inferiority 


Statement by ALICE PAUL 


Founder and H onorary Chairman, National 
Woman’s Party 


The vote by the Senate, on July 16, on the Equal 
Rights Amendment gives clear proof of the strength 
behind the demand of American women for equality of 
rights. The only recourse of the opponents was to seek 
some sort of modification of the Equal Rights Amend- 
ment as unanimously reported by the Senate Judi- 
clary Committee. The method they chose was to intro- 
duce at the last moment an additional paragraph, giv- 
ing the Judiciary no opportunity to consider it and the 
women of the country no opportunity to be heard. This 
addition to the Amendment attempts to combine with 
the grant of equality to women the preservation of 
benefits and exemptions. But women do not want a 
position of superiority before the law, any more than 
they want a position of inferiority. The demand of 
the organized woman movement in our country has 
always been for equality, neither more nor less. 

The task before us now is to obtain the elimination 
by the House of the addition to the Amendment it 
hastily adopted by the Senate, which would mean the a 
incorporation in the Constitution of two inherently a 


contradictory provisions. 
We believe that the final adoption by both Houses 
of Congress of the Equal Rights Amendment to the 
National Constitution, guaranteeing complete equality 
for men and women before the law, will not be much A 


longer delayed. n 
(This statement, written in 1950, is even truer in 1953 and so 


is revised as for 1953 and repeated for our encouragement. 
—Editor). 


Cleveland Branch Celebrates Centennial 


A hundred years ago a national Woman’s Rights 
Convention was held in Cleveland, Ohio—on October 
6-8, 1853. The Cleveland Branch of the National Wom- 
an’s Party, with the superb assistance of Clara Snell 
Wolfe of Columbus, presented an anniversary program D 
and placed a bronze plaque in memory of this historic 
event on the Wilshire Building which has replaced the 
Melodian Hall where the early convention was held. 
Distinguished Mrs. Bernice 8S. Pyke is acting chairman 
of the Branch. 

Judge Donald F. Lybarger, President of Early 
Settlers’ Association, paid tribute to the courageous 
and foresighted women who led the National Woman’s 
Rights Convention of a century ago, and Miss Grace 
B. Doering, member of the faculty, ‘Marshall Law 
School, sketched past accomplishments and declared 
there must be no cessation of effort until equal rights 
for women were secured. ; 

Dr. John Baker, President of Ohio University and 
member of the Economic and Social Council of United 
Nations, a committee which deals with the status of 
women throughout the world, presented a resolution 
of thanks to Mrs. Arthur Shepherd. 


Credit for the success of the program should go to a 
our Clara Snell Wolfe. “ n 
The point vital in this jingle 7 ne 
Is that women, wed or single, 40 
Should regard the Hayden rider fin 
As the fly regards the spider. vi 
As Hayden’s rider—so unjust 7 th: 
Permits unequal laws, 
The Solons of the HOUSE we trust mn 
Will soon remove the clause. ste 


—Fannie Ackley 
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Telegram From The President 


Lowry Air Force Base, Colorado 


August 25, 1953 
Mrs. ERNESTINE BREISCH POWELL 
National Chairman, 
National Woman’s Party, 
144 Constitution Ave., N.E. 
Washington 2, D. C. 


I am delighted to send warm greetings to the mem- 
bers of the National Woman’s Party as they commem- 
orate the thirty-third anniversary of the ratification 
of the Nineteenth Amendment to the Constitution— 
the Amendment which granted to American women 
the right to vote. 


In all areas of our Nation’s life—in education and 
social welfare, in the sciences, in political affairs—our 
women have demonstrated increasingly their capacity 
for productive work, for creative thinking, and for 
contributing to the steady rise of the American stand- 
ard of living. . 


The long list of the women who today hold high 
public office is itself convincing evidence of the sense 
and wisdom of the men who, one-third of a century 
ago, gave to their daughters, their wives, and their 
sisters the right fully to share the privileges and re- 
sponsibilities of citizenship. 


I am confident that in the years ahead the women of 
America will give ever-renewed proof of their willing- 
ness and ability to share in this partnership. 


DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 


An Epochal Letter To The Editor 


World Woman’s Party 
542 Fifth Avenue 
New York 36, N. Y. 
November 15, 1953 
DEAR DR. ARMSTRONG: 


’ Three of the resolutions which Alice Paul has been 
working on have now passed the plenary session of the 
Assembly. Two of these related to political rights for 
women and one to having technical assistance pro- 
grams used to promote equality of rights for women. 
This is really the last step that can be taken in the 
international field on political rights for women. It 
completes what was being done when you were here 
last year. Enclosed are copies of two of the resolutions. 


I have been interested in reading recently the fore- 
word in the first issue of The Suffragist, issued No- 
vember 15, 1913, and written by Alice. It begins: ““We 
send into the world today a new paper, the official or- 
gan of the Congressional Union for Woman Suffrage. 


“The purpose of this paper is to aid in securing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the United States 
enfranchising the women of the whole country. 


“Years of struggle for such an amendment now seem 
nearing success.” Isn’t it simply wonderful that only 
40 short years from that date we should be seeing the 
final completion of the fight to give political rights to 
women of the entire world, as far as can be done 
through the United Nations! What a debt of gratitude 
the women of the future owe to all of you who have 
stood so steadfastly loyal to this ideal for so long. 


HELEN PAUL. 


Is the Hayden Rider a Practical Joke on the 
Women of the United States? 


To the N. Y. Herald Tribune: 


On July 16, a resolution was adopted by the Senate, 
which affected the rights of half the citizens of the 
United States, and yet the comment of the press and 
radio was almost negligible. 


I am referring to the equal rights amendment which 
was approved by the Senate by a vote of 73 to 11, after 
the Hayden rider, nullifying it, had been added. 


Possibly Senators are playing a practical joke on 
women. More likely they are so convinced that women | 
are “the second sex” that they believe that basic citi- 
zenship rights need to be modified and qualified before 
being granted to women. 


The equal rights amendment states simply in lan- 
guage appropriate to the Constitution that “Equality 
of rights under the law shall not be denied or abridged 
by the United States or any state on account of sex.” 
The Hayden rider provides that the amendment shall 
not be construed to “impair any rights, benefits, or 
exemptions now or hereafter conferred by law on per- 
sons of the female sex.” 


By writing sex into the Federal Constitution, the 
Hayden rider would set women in a class apart and 
would open the door wide for all kinds of controls, on 
the grounds of sex and potential motherhood, from 
which women would have no redress. Through the so- 
called benefit of the Hayden rider, women would have 
no protection from the police power of the state acting 
in the name of public welfare. Benefits and privileges 
can be widely and variously interpreted and could well 
be interpreted so as to restrict women’s right to work 
and their right to education, so as to bar them from 
certain occupations and professions and to make illegal 
the employment of married women. This may seem to 
be a drastic suggestion, but it happened in Germany 
and Italy not so long ago. 


I agree that benefits and protective regulations are 
necessary at times for certain classes of men and 
women, such as veterans, miners, sailors and mothers. 
Such benefits have heretofore been conferred by statu- 
tory law which can be readily amended or repealed 
as conditions change. The Hayden rider, however, 
would fasten benefits and so-called privileges upon 
women by constitutional law and herein lies the danger. 


It is obvious, therefore, that women are better off 
without the equal rights amendment if it is to be 
crippled or qualified by the Hayden rider. After all, the 
greatest privilege of benefit that can be conferred upon 
women is the constitutional guarantee of equality be- 
fore the law. Every self-respecting man demands this 
for himself. | 


The Thirteenth, Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amend- 
ments, which abolished slavery and gave the Negro 
citizenship and the vote, omit the word, Negro. The 
men who drafted these amendments were careful that 
nothing in their wording could in the years ahead be 
construed as disparaging to the Negro race. For the 
same reason, the phrase, “persons of the female sex”’ 
should have no place in the Federal Constitution. 


It is to be hoped that when the equal rights amend- 
ment is voted om by the House of Representatives, the 
objectionable rider will be defeated. 


ALMA LUTZ. 
Berlin, N. Y., July 28, 1953. 
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In Hilemoriam 


Jane Norman Smith 
by MILDRED V. PALMER 


Jane Norman Smith was one of the great in the long 
march of women toward equality. All women owe an 
immense debt to her for her brilliant, courageous and 
long continued leadership. She began her work for 
suffrage for women several years before she became 
manta member of the National Woman’s Party in 

Already a mother, she marched in the first suffrage 
parade in New York when it took courage to with- 
stand the jeers and the hatred of the conservative. 
With a banner in her hands, she was one of the first 
to picket the White House for suffrage, in the days 
when the national administration threw women into 
jail for that activity. Hers was a vital part in the 
legislative work that won the Congress to suffrage 
and in the later efforts that brought about ratification 
of the Nineteenth Amendment by the States. | 

When suffrage had been gained, she realized that 
the task was not finished. She saw clearly that equal- 
ity before the law would be a boon not only to women 
but also to men and, in fact, to all American citizens 
and to the Republic. 

So Jane Norman Smith carried on the work that 
was to occupy her mind as long as she lived. It became 
for her an integral part in a way of life devoted to 
husband, daughters and grandchildren. 

Much of her activity was centered upon New York, 
her home State, She was Staté Chairman and was, for 
several terms, New York City Chairman! Mrs. Smith 


appeared before the State Legislature on numerous 


occasions to urge equality measures, some nine of 
which became law. She earned the respect and trust 
of legislators, Congressmen and statesmen of varying 
political belief. Herself listed in the New York Social 
Register, she enjoyed also the respect and the friend- 
ship of women representing a wide variety of labor 
unions. It was she who organized the Industria! Coun- 
cil of the National Woman’s Party. Her vision was 


Neenah Hastings Lesseman 


On June 9, 1953, the California State chairman, 
Neenah Lesseman passed away. She had served as 
State Chairman since 1943, and continued her interest 
to the end. “One of her last good deeds for the Party,” 
writes a member, “was thé organization of the local 
group in San Jose.” ee 

Mrs. Leeseman was born in Illinois 78 years ago. She 
was a practicing attorney until her marriage and 
afterwards became a teacher while her two daughters 
attended school. She had suffered from illness result- 
ing from an automobile accident about a year ago. 


national rather than local, and from New York she 
waged an unremitting and successful campaign to 
gain the interest and support of women and women’s 
organizations: throughout the country for the Equal 
Rights Amendment. 

Mrs. Smith served as National Chairman from 1927 
to 1929. One of her outstanding achievements was 
her appearance in 1928 before a plenary session of the 
Pan-American Conference at Havana, as the first 
woman permitted to address such an international 
body to ask for equal rights before the law. 

The fruitful years sped on, and her husband retired 
from business. They made their home at Windsor, 
Vermont. Mrs. Smith became Acting State Chairman 
for Vermont. From their farm called “Middle Mow- 
ing” she continued her activities by correspondence. 
Long past the Biblical age of three score years and 
ten, Jane Norman Smith died on September 2, 1953. 
Almost until that day she was corresponding with 
influential persons on behalf of the Equal Rights 
Amendment. As late as July, she was seeking the aid 
of Attorney General Brownell, with whom she had 
ham worked, in an effort to defeat the Hayden 

ider. 

Jane Norman Smith would wish no epitaph. Her 
burning desire was equal rights for all women. 


A Wise Editor Speaks 


In the Hartford Courant (Conn.) on July 21, 1953, Mr. Her- 
bert Brucker, Editor, published the following comment: 


THE ROCKY PATH OF EQUAL RIGHTS 


(This fine editorial has been distributed by the Connecticut 
Committee for the Equal Rights Amendment) 


It was in 1923 that Senator Charles Curtis of Kansas, later 
Vice President under President Hoover, first introduced the 
Equal Rights Amendment to the Constitution. That was shortly 
after the Nineteenth Amendment had given women the vote. 
The new proposal followed from a drive ... to sweep away all 
remaining legal discriminations against their sex. (The amend- 
ment reads: “equality of rights under the law shall not be denied 
or abridged on account of sex”’.) 


Some of the opposition is backward-looking, for among the 
“protections” the amendment would get rid of are provisions in 
several states prohibiting women from serving on juries, re- 
stricting the right of a married woman to make a contract, and 
like matters. But opposition also comes from those of less ar- 
chaic outlook. Thus Senator Lehman of New York, for example, 


pointed out the other day that passage of the amendment risked 
doing away with some of the legal discriminations in favor of 
women enacted in states like New York. 


Actually all this confuses the issue. In fact it is hard to 


3 understand what the fuss is all about. The position of women 
has changed with the years, and all this amendment would do 


is recognize in the Constitution the simple fact that our society 
considers men and women to be legal equals. The objections to 
the amendment are a survival ‘from the thinking of a century 
ago, when women not only could not vote, but were ineligible 
for public office, and when a husband could restrain his wife’s 
personal freedom, or punish her for disobedience to his com- 
mands. ... 


Sensible as it is, the Equal Rights amendment has never been 
presented to the House, but to the Senate twice. The Senate 
passed it again the other day, though with an amendment that 
virtually undoes all that is sought in it. So it goes. Well, it took 
50 years* to give women the vote. Let us hope that, long before 
1973, the Equal Rights amendment will have been accepted as 
a matter of course. 


*Actually, from the first Woman’s Rights Convention in 1848 to the ratifica- 
tion of the woman suffrage amendment to the Constitution in 1920, the struggle 
continued just 72 years. 7 
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